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Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 

Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Again, the gentleman from Arizona 
(Mr. FLAKE) and I have worked to-
gether on so many battles. I respect 
what the gentleman is trying to do 
here, but I have to oppose this amend-
ment for several reasons. 

First of all, as the chairman of the 
Committee on Science noted, if we 
amend this bill today, it goes back to 
the other body, the black hole. We have 
been waiting a long time to get these 
personnel changes into effect so we can 
go out and retain part of that work-
force that is now contemplating retir-
ing, and we can start retaining the best 
and brightest out of our universities. 
Every day we delay that, we lose flexi-
bility to do that. 

The NASA budget is $15.5 billion. The 
personnel costs are only $2 billion. If 
we want to go after NASA’s budget or 
start holding it down, the way to con-
trol that is by their section 302(b) allo-
cation through the appropriations 
process. It is designed that NASA will 
eat these costs under the current ap-
propriations. They may pay a little 
more for personnel in some areas and 
may pay less in some areas, but they 
have to do it under the budget that we 
pass. This appropriates no additional 
money, but it does give them flexi-
bility to pay people at the top, our top 
rocket scientists, top engineers, and 
top program managers, the kind of dol-
lars that will keep them in the pro-
gram and recruit some of our best peo-
ple into our space program instead of 
going out into the private sector where 
they can gain a lot more money. 

The costs of failure of not doing this 
are much greater. A failed launch, cost 
delays, those costs are literally astro-
nomical, if we are to do that; and that 
is what we are trying to eliminate 
here, the downside of not passing this. 
It is a cost-avoidance issue. 

We control this through the budget 
process, the section 302(b) allocations 
that we make and budget, and there 
are no additional monies appropriated. 
These costs will be eaten up within the 
NASA budget, and there is plenty of 
flexibility to do this. There is a $15.5 
billion budget, $2 billion for personnel 
costs, and $80 million can be reallo-
cated without any additional cost to 
American taxpayers; and we can retain 
and recruit some of the quality people 
that are needed to run this space pro-
gram and keep it going on the right 
track. 

It is for those reasons that I urge my 
colleagues to vote against this amend-
ment. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, we were not given no-
tice of this amendment; but on quick 
and brief review, it seems to be a well-
intentioned amendment that does not 
improve the bill. It seeks to solve a 
problem that does not exist, so I want 
to concur with the gentleman from 

Virginia (Mr. TOM DAVIS) and the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. BOEHLERT) 
in opposing this amendment. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to strike the req-
uisite number of words. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Arizona? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I would 

like to engage in a colloquy with the 
sponsor of the bill. There seems to be 
some confusion as to whether or not 
this is new authorization for additional 
spending over and above NASA’s per-
sonnel costs which have already been 
approved. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FLAKE. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York.
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Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, that 
is a legitimate concern expressed by 
the gentleman. Let me assure him, this 
is not additional money. This says to 
NASA, using your existing personnel 
allocation, we are giving you flexi-
bility. 

We say constantly, why does govern-
ment not operate more like business, 
like they do in the real world? We are 
trying to give NASA that opportunity. 
We are not giving them a blank check. 
We are not giving them the key to the 
Treasury. We are just saying, existing 
dollars, you have more flexibility to re-
tain the workforce you need to do the 
job we expect you to do. 

Mr. FLAKE. Let me rephrase the 
question. If NASA takes advantage of 
the new flexibility given them to the 
fullest extent, will it have an addi-
tional draw on the Treasury or will it 
be totally within NASA’s existing 
budget? 

Mr. BOEHLERT. My counsel just ad-
vises me, it depends on what the appro-
priators do in future appropriations. 
But the answer is clearly ‘‘no.’’ I know 
what the gentleman’s intent is, his in-
tent as I understand it, and that is why 
I appreciate the thoughtful presen-
tation he gave on the floor today. I 
wish we had had it earlier. As Chair-
man ROHRABACHER has said, he takes a 
back seat to no one in being concerned 
about how we spend money around 
here. 

So I agree with the basic intention. 
It is not to have additional money 
spent for NASA on personnel. It is to 
give them flexibility on the existing 
money we appropriate for them. Who 
knows, with the President’s vision out-
lined, for this new Mars vision, eventu-
ally a generation or two ahead of us 
and the Moon in this generation, if the 
Congress decides to be supportive of 
that, there are going to be budget dif-
ferences; but I want to assure the gen-
tleman that our intent is to give NASA 
the flexibility to use existing dollars, 
not to add to the allocation or appro-
priation for NASA on personnel or any 
other thing. 

Mr. FLAKE. So the CBO estimates of 
the cost are simply within NASA’s own 
budget? 

Mr. BOEHLERT. That is right. 
Mr. FLAKE. With that explanation, I 

will withdraw the amendment assum-
ing that we are on the same page. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to withdraw the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Arizona? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any other 

amendments? 
Under the rule, the Committee rises. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
FLAKE) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
ISAKSON, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the 
Senate bill (S. 610) to amend the provi-
sions of title 5, United States Code, to 
provide for workforce flexibilities and 
certain Federal personnel provisions 
relating to the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration, and for 
other purposes, pursuant to House Res-
olution 502, he reported the Senate bill 
back to the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered. 

The question is on the third reading 
of the Senate bill. 

The Senate bill was ordered to be 
read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 49 
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair.

f 
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AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. LAHOOD) at 1 p.m.

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Ms. Wanda 
Evans, one of his secretaries.

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF S. 1920, BANKRUPTCY ABUSE 
PREVENTION AND CONSUMER 
PROTECTION ACT OF 2003 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 503 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 
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